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Crossman; Prof. M. Douglass 


The meeting was called to order at 10:30 a.m. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the first part of the meeting was a "Closed 
Session" dealing with Honorary Degrees. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


Concerning the minutes of the Senate meeting of J anuary 27, 1978, it 
was pointed out that the title of "Prof." preceding the name of J .D. 
McCully in the list of members present, should be deleted. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. DUBAS, THAT THE 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF J ANUARY 27, 1978, AS CORRECTED, BE 
APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the official opening of the Centre for Building 
Studies which took place a few weeks ago represented an important event 
in that it marked the beginning of that major project of the University. 
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The Minister of Education who was present at that event, stated in effect, 
that there should be an adjustment to the financial base for Concordia. At 
this point, the problem was to convince the Minister of Finance that the 
money should be made available for that. Dr. O'Brien further pointed out 
that it was evident that the Government of Quebec was running into a 
certain shortage of money and in consequence, there was a general 
possibility of general cuts in, expenditures for universities. How the 
special case of Concordia will end up in relation to the general probability 
that University grants would be cut into, was one of those things that no 
one could know at this particular moment. 


He also advised that the Government has decided to raise the foreign 
student fee to about fifteen hundred dollars for the usual academic 
two-term year. While the detailed information has not yet been received, 
it was clear that the Government intended to parallel the Ontario system, 
with the exception that the foreign student fees in Ontario would be two 
hundred dollars higher than in Quebec because of the general student fee 
differential between the two Provinces. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Commission d'Etude sur les Universités, 
which was set up last September to conduct an inquiry into the 
Universities, has now released its "document for consultation" in which it 
has stated that it was raising questions rather than taking positions. 
Concordia will be preparing a brief for presentation on this and Dr. 
O'Brien has asked in particular the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee to give some major attention to this question. Various ad hoc 
groups and individuals have also been asked to prepare papers for 
submission to the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee. The 
proposed statement which would be produced in the not-too-distant future 
would be brought to Senate. He suggested that any groups within the 
University who were interested in making presentations should get in 
touch with either himself or Prof. Whitelaw. 


Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning the increased fees for foreign 
students, Dr. O'Brien advised that his view was that it was unfortunate 
that Quebec was moving to higher fees for those students. There were 
analyses and studies which indicate that foreign students were not the 
drain on the taxpayer which was sometimes presented as the reason for 
such a move, and he also felt that there should be a certain number of 
foreign students in any university in order to broaden the scope of the 
university and to make it more effective as an institution of learning. On 
the other hand, there was no way for Concordia to avoid following the 
Government's instructions to raise the fees and if we attempted to do so, 


we would simply lose the revenues involved, which financially we could 
not afford. 


Concern was expressed over the wording of the regulations, it being 
pointed out that while the normal academic year for an undergraduate 
student was two terms, for a graduate student it was three terms. This 
would make a considerable difference in the tuition fees for graduate 
students. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the words used in the press release were Viper 
term" but that would have to be understood as being the kind of 
generalization that one finds in a press release rather than a specific 
statement. Presumably, the official regulations would be spelled out in 
more detail. Again, if we find out what the Ontario situation is we would 
have the answer because the Government's intent was to follow almost 
literally the Ontario process. 


It was pointed out that when the increased fees for foreign students were 
introduced in Ontario the faculty members in at least one university 
decided to set aside one percent of their pay to establish scholarships for 
foreign students and it was suggested that that might be an idea worth 
considering. 


Dean Flynn advised that his office recently acquired a copy of the Ontario 
legislation which he would make available to anyone who might wish to see 
them. 


On a technical level, it was pointed out that while the press release used 
the phrase "per term", there were no universities in Quebec that charge a 
"per term" fee any longer. Rather, all universities were now on a credit 
fee basis. This inevitably means that whatever the legislation might be 
that the Government eventually comes out with, it will have to mesh with 
whatever was presently in place. 


Responding to a question concerning the method of informing new foreign 
applicants of the legislation, Dr. O'Brien advised that he has asked the 
Admissions Offices, through Fr. Graham, to consider and let him know 
precisely the answer to that question. He has also requested the same 
information from the Dean of Graduate Studies. 


He further advised that the universities strongly argued that if the change 
was to come into effect, it should not come into effect until next J anuary 
in order to avoid the complexities of trying to implement it during the 
present session. That was a suggestion which appeared to be taken 
sympathetically by the Minister of Finance who promised to consider the 
change. However, the word which has been received within the past few 
days was that the Government has nevertheless decided to make it effective 
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for this coming September. That particular decision was most regrettable 
because whatever one might think about the change in general, it would 
have been introduced much more smoothly and with much less hardship to 
prospective students if implementation had been postponed until after 
next September's entry period. 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that the change affects only new students. That 
was, students currently registered will complete their present degree 
programmes on the same fee basis now in existence provided the degree 
requirements are completed within the normal three or four year period. 


It was suggested that Senate should set aside a half hour after lunch to 
consider this very important matter. 


However, the feeling was expressed that, considering the present vacuum 
of information, little would be achieved by discussing the matter further 
today. 


It was suggested that the item be placed on the agenda when the actual 
legislation becomes available. It was also felt that it would be useful to 
have the responses from universities in Ontario to the legislation now in 
effect in that Province. 


Concerning the "Open Letter to Senate" dated February 27, 1978, which 
was felt to be offensive to Senators, it was wondered whether one should 
be offended by Mr. Chabrol or by the Loyola Evening Students Association. 
While there were no representatives present to respond to that question, 
it was pointed out that the letter had been signed by Mr. Chabrol as 
President of the L.E.S.A. It was also pointed out that Mr. Chabrol had not 
been present at the last Senate meeting. Reports from Councils, etc. 


It was announced that Ms. Colleen Main, Faculty of Arts and Science, 
S.G.W. Campus, has been appointed to Senate. Appointments to Senate 
Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, SECONDED BY MR. BRIKIS, THAT THE 
STUDENT APPOINTMENTS TO THE UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM 
COORDINATING COMMITTEE, THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
COMMITTEE, AND THE FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS 
COMMITTEE, BE APPROVED (DOC-US-78-3-Dl). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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Small Units such as "Colleges" Liberal Arts "College" (Continued) 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this was a continuation of the debate at the last 
Senate meeting on "small units" and the motion which was before Senate at 
that time and which was still before Senate was: 


THAT THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION BE APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL: "THAT SENATE APPROVES 
IN PRINCIPLE THE LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE PROPOSAL 
(DOC-US-78-2-D7), AS AMENDED BY THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON 'COLLEGES' (DOC-US-78-2-D2) AND RECOMMENDS THE 
APPOINTMENT OF AN INTERIM ADMINISTRATOR. BEFORE ANY STUDENTS 
ARE ADMITTED TO THE COLLEGE, HOWEVER, THE ADMINISTRATOR TO THE 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON 'COLLEGES' 


MUST REPORT (BEFORE 15 J ANUARY 1979) CONCERNING THE COLLEGE'S 
PROGRESS IN CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND CONCERNING ITS 
NEGOTIATIONS WITH DEPARTMENTS ON PROGRAMMES. THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE WILL REPORT ITS FINAL RECOMMENDATION TO SENATE 
AFTER THE ADMINISTRATOR REPORTS." 


Dr. Wall explained that the primary difference between this proposal and 
the other proposals was that this more than any of the other proposals 
before Senate was dependent upon its curriculum development, 
specifically the development of seven core courses which were really the 
heart of the proposal. 


When the Senate Committee on "colleges" has received some indication of 
the feeling of the Faculty of Arts and Science and some indication from the 
planning committee and from the administrator appointed that cooperation 
between the administrator and the department chairmen was proceeding 
quite well, it was the intention of the Senate Committee to recommend that 
the proposal be implemented immediately. 


It was stated that the use of the word "college" has not been decided and the 
feeling was expressed that one would hate to see a motion forwarded to the 
Board of Governors with that title in the document. 


Dr. Wall explained that there was a section in the Report from the Senate 
Committee on "colleges" (DOC-US-78-2-D2) which Senate has not yet 
voted on which was related to the above expressed concern. That section 
calls for the creation of a fourth Division within the Faculty of Arts and 
Science and refers to the particular units of that Division as the units of 
Division IV. It also indicates that the units may call themselves "colleges, 
institutes, schools, or centres," if they so wish, which allows for a 
diversity in that particular area. 


In responding to a request for more detailed information on costs, Dr. 
Wall presented an estimated breakdown of new costs for the proposals 
which have been approved by Senate. 


The feeling was expressed that we had already disposed of the question of 
the financial implications of establishing the various units at the last 
Senate meeting at which time it had been understood that we were not, at 
this particular point in time, establishing priorities between "colleges" 
or whether in fact "colleges" take precedence over other things for the 
money which we might have available next year. 


With respect to the word "college", it was argued that there was a 
fundamental problem in the use of that word in the Quebec context. It was 
emphasized, however, that it was not being suggested that Senate pursue 
that issue as a debate at this time, but rather it was hoped that an 
amendment could be found which somehow would produce a generic set of 
words that would allow us to get on with the issue and not the title of the 
issue. 


It was suggested that the words "Liberal Arts College" be deleted from the 
main motion and replaced by the phrase " ... THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE 
UNIT REFERRED TO IN DOCUMENT US-78-2-D7 AS THE LIBERAL ARTS 
COLLEGE ...". 


The mover and seconder agreed to incorporate the suggested change into 
the main motion. 


The feeling was expressed that the proposals for the Liberal Arts 
"College" and the Lonergan "College" both seemed to have the same 
fundamental academic objective which was to provide some kind of an 
integrative approach to a liberal arts education. It was wondered whether 
the Senate Committee on "colleges" had considered the possible overlap or 
complimentarity of the two units. 


Dr. Wall advised that the Senate Committee studied both documents quite 
carefully and he felt that the Committee would not agree that there was 
any potential overlap in this area. While the ultimate end to produce an 
educated person might be the same, the approaches were so distinct and so 
different that, in his mind at least, any real concept of overlap or 
duplication was precluded. 


The feeling was expressed that the suggestion made last week that the 
reevaluation of these units should be done by the Senate itself, was one 
that deserved serious debate. However, it was noted that the Protocols for 
Division IV (DOC-US-78-2-D2) would be considered later on in the 
meeting and that point could be raised at that time. 


To clarify a suggestion which he had made last week, Prof. Bertrand 
explained that it was not to charge the students enroled in the 11 colleges" 
more money, but rather it was simply to suggest that Dr. Wall's 
statement that there would be new students which would generate new 
revenues could be proven by making the "colleges" self-sustaining 
through the normal tuition fees of those students plus the Government 
grants, and if the "college" got enough students it could survive and if it 
did not get enough students, it would presumably fold up. 


Concern was expressed over the reference to "Visiting Fellow" on page 45 
of the proposal for a Liberal Arts unit and an amendment was suggested 
whereby recommendations for the appointment of a Visiting Fellow to a 
particular "college" must come to a department and that the individual 
should have to be acceptable to and a member of one of the academic 
departments of the Arts and Science Faculty. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that if Senate wished to change or exclude something 
in the dossier that did not fall within the general rubric of the statement 
that the Senate Committee, in making its recommendation was not 
approving every detail in the proposal, an amendment could be proposed 
to the basic motion which would, in effect, continue the motion by saying 
"however, the statement on page 45 of document US-78-2-D7 should be 
excluded and replaced by the following understanding, etc.". 


Dr. Wall stated that he would be opposed to the idea that "Visiting Fellows" 
must be approved by departments, not because it would be such a terrible 
thing, but because the approaches of the particular units were 
multi-disciplinary and the evaluation of such individuals required a 
multi-disciplinary input. He emphasized that those who would be doing 
the evaluation would all be members of one department or another, and he 
did not perceive any threat being posed to departments. On the other hand, 
the units may view the necessity of vetting their own choice through a 
department as being an unfair and unnecessary approach or requirement. 


Concern was expressed over the proposed courses in document 
US-78-2-D7, particularly with respect to the difficulty and sheer 
volume of the texts outlined and the connection of them with each other. It 
was Also wondered how one would go about offering a course such as 
"Modes of Expression and Interpretation, B" as outlined on pages 30 and 
31 of the proposal. 


Prof. Beissel explained that the planning committee had agonized over the 
proposed syllabi which were the result of a constant process of 
contraction to the point where it was felt that the material contained in 
each course was manageable. The manner in which he proposed to teach 
the "Modes of Expression and Interpretation, B" would be in a combination 


of lectures and seminars." He explained also that no one could pretend that 
a student taking that course would come out as an expert in philosophy, 
religion, or literature from Pascal to Sartre. The nature of the whole 
educational programme was one in which a panoramic view was obtained, 
that was, an overview of the development, admittedly fairly superficial, 
by choosing significant moments, texts, and themes,- which may vary 
from year to year, from instructor to instructor, and from course to 
course, and which the student is asked to go into some depth. 


He felt that it would be quite possible to deliver a series of lectures that 
would cover the texts outlined on page 31 of document US-78-2-D7 ina 
manner whereby one could say that the student had a responsible 
acquaintance with them. In addition to the lectures there would be weekly 
seminars in which the student would be asked to study the theme of a 
particular text in depth and how that theme surfaces in some of the-other 
texts in a variety of different ways. 


The fear was expressed that the capacity of a student to handle the demands 
of other courses would be severely diminished if that student happened to 
be taking several of the proposed courses simultaneously. However, it was 
felt that that issue would hopefully arise and be given serious 
consideration by the Arts and Science Curriculum Committee before the 
courses were eventually submitted to Council for approval. 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that between this meeting and the last one, Senate 
had spent approximately as much time discussing the proposal for a 
Liberal Arts "college" (DOC-US-78-2-D7) as it had on the previous two 
proposals, and while he did not wish to cut off debate, he felt that one way 
or the other Senate should begin to move towards voting on the proposed 
motion. 


Concern was expressed over how much of the actual content of the 
proposal Senate might pass, the fear being that we might end up either 
locking students out of what the "college" had to offer or locking them into 
only what it had to offer. It was felt that there should be some kind of a 
mechanism whereby a number of places could be set aside in those courses 
offered in the first year for students who were not enroled in the 
"college". The feeling was also expressed that the 42-credit core 
requirement would prevent students from registering in departmental 
degree programmes, particularly honours programmes,, which, in most 
departments, require three courses in the first year. 


Dr. Wall advised that that was one of the issues which the Senate 
Committee on "colleges" had considered and that one of the reasons why the 
Committee was recommending that there be a one-year delay in 
implementation was to see what kind of reaction would be forthcoming 
from the department chairmen in Arts and Science and to allow time for 


the necessary negotiations to take place. He emphasized also that in 
approving the document, Senate was not in effect approving the specific 
courses as such. 


It was wondered whether it was intended that the students would be 
required to read all of the texts listed for example, under "Science and 
Society, Early Modern-Present" on page 36 of document US-78-2-D7, 
or were these samples from which some texts would be used. 


Prof. Beissel explained that while he was not responsible specifically for 
"Course 6", his recollection was that these were sample texts and the 
instructor would choose from them what was appropriate to his 
particular approach in that year. 


He emphasized also that the planning committee was not proposing these 
syllabi in any way as anything absolute, either now or following approval 
by the Faculty Curriculum Committee. At the same time he felt that it was 
rather courageous of the planning committee to include the syllabi in the 
proposal, knowing full well that in so doing, they would become 
vulnerable. However, the committee wanted to give Senate an indication of 
the kind of courses they had in mind. 


In addition, it was explained that the planning committee was not at this 
point absolutely settled on the texts which were listed and also, that the 
negotiations that will take place between the committee and the 
departments would, to some extent, affect the syllabi. 


Again, serious reservation was expressed over the proposed courses and it 
was suggested that considering the vast amount of books and themes that 
could be looked at, the proposed courses might be seen as providing the 
entire syllabus for a liberal arts unit, if that was all that the students 
would be expected to do. However, it was argued that in addition to that, 
the students would still be required to follow a departmental honours or 
major programme. 


Dr. Wall pointed out that these were sample syllabi which would be 
altered, changed, and argued in the Curriculum Committee and in the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council itself. Even after approval, they will appear 
in the Calendar and, as was true with almost every course in the 
University, some of it will never be taught. These were samples which 
represented some of the ideas of what people were trying to do in order to 
lift the level of education within the Arts and Science Faculty. 


It was explained that the real issue was what was the depth of knowledge 
that one would expect the students to get out of the books which were 
listed. It was argued that suggesting or mentioning these books and having 
the students acquaint themselves with the names of the books did not 


constitute giving the students a liberal education. It was further argued 
that it was not at all realistic to assume that a student in a three-year 
programme could have any reasonable level of knowledge of such a broad 
array of books within a course, and across several courses, in addition to 
doing a departmental honours programme. 


The feeling was expressed that it was difficult to vote on a "college" 
proposal "in principle", it being explained that when a body such as 
Senate votes on a document, it does so certainly within a spirit created by 
the discussion and debate around it, but it was not the spirit nor the 
contextual understanding which is voted on, rather it was the document 
itself. The fear was that regardless of what one's understandings, or 
caveats, or ambiances of this debate were the document (US-78-2-D7) 
once voted on, would be taken at face value and all of the concerns 
expressed would be rendered somewhat irrelevant. As an example, one of 
the concerns expressed was over the question of the 42 credit core 
curriculum and while Senate has been assured that the L.A.C. planning 
committee would seek to meet with departments to gain remission of 
courses or some kind of reciprocity which would allow this to become an 
effective document, to pass the document, even "in principle", on that 
understanding, would seem to be taking a lot on faith. 


Concerning the 42-credit core requirement, it was again argued that even 
if the LA.C. succeeded in getting departments to recognize those core 
credits as reciprocal to their own, the very fact that the student would 
have to take three out of five courses in the L.A.C. for the first two years 
would preclude that student from taking the basic suggested or required 
number of courses in individual departments to make possible entrance 
into departmental honours programmes. The only exceptions to that were 
the Philosophy and Religion departments on the S.G.W. Campus, and the 
Psychology department on either campus. Consequently, students who find 
it impossible to do bacc. specialis6 or honours programmes in other 
departments will seek to gain a degree which says Honours or 
Specialization in the Liberal Arts "college", as provided for on pages 13 
and 14 of document US-78-2-D7. This raises the question of whether 
units such as "colleges" should be able to grant degree designations, a 
privilege which it had been understood was to be held solely by 
departments and other such units. 


Dr. Wall explained that the Senate Committee on "Colleges" considered the 
above expressed concerns and concluded that the planning committee 
needed to do a good deal of work during the coming year in negotiating with 
departments to straighten out some of the curriculum issues that have 
been raised. He advised also that in preliminary negotiations some 
departments have already indicated their willingness to cooperate and 
have talked about the possibility of recognizing some of the introductory 
courses in the 42-credit core curriculum as being equivalent to 


departmental introductory courses. He emphasized again that the planning 
committee needed a year in order to arrange the necessary cooperation 
with departments and also that the Curriculum Committee and the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council would be going through the questions that have 
been raised, very carefully. 


Responding to a suggestion that the L.A.C. planning committee should 
report back to Senate-at intervals before giving the proposal "carte 
blanche" approval, Dr. Wall argued that the Senate Committee on 
"colleges" was the body that the L.A.C. planning committee should report 
to and he did not think that Senate had the time to act as a curriculum 
committee for the Arts and Science Faculty Council in addition to doing its 
regular business. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that at a strictly technical level, this unit was not 
being approved for implementation and he suggested that perhaps there 
should be a reappearance of the proposition, which might in effect, be a 
way to provide a large part of the answer to the concern being expressed. 
Clearly this was a proposal which no one was suggesting was ready for 
implementation, hence provision for a one-year planning period. 


He further explained that resolutions of Senate which deal with complex 
matters were, by their very nature, brief and incomplete. To some 
extent, we attempt to cover that problem by the detailed minutes of Senate 
which Senate has seen fit to ask be kept, which were in fact much more 
detailed than the minutes kept by many a deliberative body where not 
much more than the motions were recorded. There have been occasions to 
go back, not only to a motion, but to the discussion recorded in the 
minutes, as an interpretation of the decision that Senate really made. To 
that extent, many of the reluctances and concerns that have been voiced 
would in fact find their place in the record and the Senate Committee itself 
might perhaps be instructed to take particular note of the minutes around 
this discussion when dealing in a more detailed way with those concerns. 


Dr. Wall advised that not only would a report on development come from 
the Senate Committee but there would also be a report from the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council on the curriculum, where a very careful 
evaluation would be made on curriculum proposals. 


Specifically with respect to curriculum in the proposals presently before 
Senate, Dr. O'Brien emphasized that the curriculum must go to the 
Faculty Council concerned and irrespective of what Senate might see fit to 
decide, there was the absolute guarantee that the curriculum aspect would 
be discussed by the Faculty Council without there being any binding on its 
right to decide one way or the other. 
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Serious reservation was again voiced over approval "in principle" of a 
proposal which allowed the "college" to set up a complete programme and 
it was stated that while one could accept the idea of a B.A. Honours in the 
L.A.C., which required a concentration in a discipline, one was not 
prepared to accept a document that only says L.A.C., B.A., Honours or 
Specialization. It was also wondered how students who already had 
difficulty in coping with the grade point average requirements in honours 
programmes, could possibly be expected to cope with the required grade 
point average noted in the document, particularly in the light of the kind 
of programmes that were being developed in the proposal. 


It was further argued that the students who would be enroled in this 
"college" would be students who probably will want to go on to Graduate 
School, and we would be doing them a disservice to let them think that 
they could do so without being required to take a qualifying year, except in 
the odd case where they have taken enough courses around their intended 
discipline. 


Before adjourning for lunch, Dr. O'Brien suggested that the meeting 
resume at 1:30 p.m., at which time Senate may have the considered 
reactions of various people to the set of ideas and concerns that have been 
expressed. 


The meeting adjourned at 12:30 p.m. and resumed at 1:40 p.m. 


Liberal Arts "College" (continued). 


Dr. Wall stated that he sensed that many members of Senate wished to 
debate the issue of curriculum in advance of the coming debate on the 
curriculum of this particular proposal and he reiterated that in 
approving the recommendation, Senate was not approving any curriculum 
changes, which must come before the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
before coming to Senate again. The Senate Committee on "colleges" would 
also have to satisfy itself that there was the possibility of being able to do 
the kinds of things that the planning committee wanted to do. 


Dr. Wall emphasized that the sense of the motion was that in approving in 
principle the adoption and submitting to the Board of Governors the 
proposal contained in document US-78-2-D7, as amended by the Report 
from the Senate Committee on "colleges" (DOC-US-78-2-D2), Senate 
was not endorsing or rejecting any new specific curriculum proposals. 
These must first be approved by the Arts and Science Faculty Council. 
What approval in principle means is that Senate believes that a Liberal 
Arts "unit" is desirable; that this "unit" should have a programme based 
on acommon core, with high standards of admission and retention, and 
with high quality of teaching; and that it should be approved and 
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recommended to the Board of Governors. That was all that, in fact, the 
Senate Committee on 11colleges" was asking of Senate at this time. 


Insofar as he was concerned, the submission to the Board of Governors 
was a very desirable thing and approval by the Board was extremely 
important to him as the person responsible for administrating this 
particular unit. If approved, the proposal will require a great deal of time 
and effort on the part of the members of the planning committee, which up 
until now has worked as a voluntary unit. We have now reached the time 
for serious work and we no longer can afford the luxury of that kind of 
voluntary approach. 


It was wondered, in excluding curricular proposals from the essence of 
what was involved, whether Dr. Wall was also excluding, by implication, 
the idea that this was in a sense endorsing the 11college's" right to certify 
the issuance of degrees under its own name. 


Dr. Wall advised that the answer to the above question was yes, and that 
that was a matter for the Arts and Science Faculty Council to determine 
before Senate has to make that decision. 


Concern was also expressed over the point of entry of students into the 
programmes and it was felt that the planning committee should consider 
the idea of making the programme sufficiently flexible that it would be 
possible for students to enter the programme in their second year or 
possibly even after they have completed half of their first year. 


Mr. McLaughlin advised that it was the feeling of the students that this 
"college" was the most beneficial , that it had the most secure philosophy 
among the various proposals, and that it would probably bring in the 
majority of new students to the University. The students fully endorse the 
proposal (DOC-US-78-2-D7). 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


"Religious Studies" College 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, THAT SENATE 
APPROVE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE UNIT REFERRED TO IN DOCUMENT 
US-78-2-D5 AS "LONERGAN COLLEGE", AS AMENDED BY THE REPORT 
FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON "COLLEGES" (DOC-US-78-2-D2) 
AND RECOMMEND IT TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 
AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
VERTHUY, THAT THE FOLLOWING BE ADDED TO THE MAIN MOTION: 


"HOWEVER, THE VISITING FELLOW WILL BE SELECTED BY AND 
RECOMMENDED BY A DEPARTMENT OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND 
SCIENCE ON THE ADVICE OF THE "COLLEGE COUNCIL." 


Prof. Bertrand explained that he was concerned with the statement on page 
9 of document. US-78-2-D5 to the effect that there would be University 
lectures given by the Visiting Fellow, as well as College and public 
lectures, and he therefore saw a certain University responsibility 
involved, in which he felt the departments should have some say. He stated 
also that he had been under the impression all last year that the "colleges" 
would not be personnel, but rather the personnel would come from 
departments and be used by the "colleges". What he was asking for,-in 
essence, was control over appointments by the Faculty of Arts and Science 
as opposed to control by the "college". The amendment would simply make 
it clearer that faculty members, including visiting Fellows" belong to 
departments and not to "colleges". It was suggested that if the intent of the 
amendment was to have control over appointments by the Faculty of Arts 
and Science, the amendment should be changed to read that such 
appointments would have to go to the Arts and Science Faculty Council for 
approval rather than to a particular department. It was stated as the 
amendment stood it would take the responsibility for making such 
recommendations away from the College Council and would put it in the 
hands of some department. The difficulty would be to determine which 
department the "College" should actually approach for the appointment of 
a "Visiting Fellow" and it was argued that it would be more intelligible to 
say that the "College Council" must petition the Faculty Council itself for 
such appointments. 


It was argued that departments should have a responsibility for those 
appointments and the "College Council" should question its own selection if 
it was unable to find a department willing to sponsor the appointee. 


Dr. Wall argued that while he could understand a department's 
responsibility for an appointment in its own discipline, he could not 
understand a department's responsibility for an appointment in a 
multidisciplinary "small unit". The "small unit" should be free as were 
departments, to recommend visiting professors to the appropriate Dean 
or Provost as the case may be. 


It was argued that it would not be possible to find an individual with the 

necessary multidisciplinary background, but rather the individual would 
be someone based in a particular discipline, which was the responsibility 
of a department and the department should have a say in the appointment. 


The feeling was expressed that there was a contradiction in asking a "unit" 
to put forward a programme and then tell them that they may not 
basically have control over who would be teaching the courses. It was 


argued that departments would violently object to having the same kind of 
imposition placed upon them. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


Responding to a question concerning item 5.1.2.4. - Programmes: 
Optional - , on page 13 of document US-78-2-D5, Prof. McEvenue 
explained that the "college" would like to, at some future date, be 
permitted to conceive the idea of offering programmes. They did not 
conceive offering programmes at the moment, but if the "college" at some 
future date becomes deeply rooted in the community, they may plan to 
offer programmes. They would not like to see from inception, the concept 
of a "Lonergan College" in which no programme could ever be offered. 


It was wondered whether the possible programmes that may come before 
Senate at some future time would involve, for the most part, courses that 
were already in existence in the University. Prof. McEvenue explained 
that the whole concept of the document (US-78-2-D5) proceeded from 
the idea that this unit was not going to get any money and they tried to do 
everything to ensure that no demands would be made on the University, 
and he could not envisage any proposal being made at this time that would 
involve the creation of additional courses. 


It was argued that the understanding was that the "units" of Division IV 
would not offer specific programmes leading to the requirements of Arts 
and Science degrees, but rather that they would offer material that went 
along with the existing programmes in departments. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
VERTHUY, THAT PARAGRAPH 5.1.2.4 BE REMOVED FROM THE DOCUMENT 
(US-78-2-D5). 


It was argued that Senate had just approved in principle the establishment 
of a Liberal Arts "unit" which was based upon its own courses and 
programmes. The proposal before Senate was not proposing any 
programmes, but rather, that at some future time the may wish to do the 
same thing as the Liberal Arts "College". The feeling was expressed that it 
was premature to raise the question of whether we would or would not 
approve a programme that may or may not be brought forward. 


It was pointed out that while Senate had approved in principle the 
establishment of a Liberal Arts "unit", Senate had not approved the fact 
that that "college" would have programmes leading to the requirements 
for the degree. 
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Dr. Wall stated that that was a correct interpretation of what Senate had 
approved, but he emphasized that Senate had not ruled out the possibility 
that the Liberal Arts "unit" might do that. 


It was argued however, that by approving paragraph 5.1.2.4 in document 
US-78-2-D5, Senate in effect, was saying that "colleges" may run an 
entire programme leading to a degree. 


The feeling was expressed that in deleting the paragraph Senate was in no 
way precluding the possibility at some future stage that the function of 
these "small units" might change. 


Also, in the context of the debate last year around "colleges", the 
understanding was that they were not supposed to be involved in 
programmes and if Senate wished to rediscuss the whole issue of 
"colleges" and the possible rivalry with departments, it could do so at 
some future time. 


It was felt that to remove the statement that says that the "college" may or 
may not submit programme proposals was equivalent to saying that the 
"college" may or may not even think about it, which, it was argued, was a 
very unintellectual thing to happen in a university. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 

Senate was advised that there may be some legal restriction around the 
use of the word "counsellor" in the Province of Quebec and it was 
suggested that this should be checked with the Director 

of Guidance Services. A possible alternative might be "advisor". 


- THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Protocols for Division IV 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. SZABO, THAT THE 
PROTOCOLS FOR DIVISION IV, (DOC-US-78-2-D2 AND ADDENDUM), BE 
APPROVED BY SENATE AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


Responding to a question concerning the word "required" in item 3.b) of 
the Protocols (DOC-US-78-2-D2), Dr. Wall explained that that meant 
that every student should be required to pre-register in the "college" and 
that if after a certain period of time the "college" advisors did not receive 
a pre-registration form, they would contact that student and request that 
a pre-registration form be submitted. He felt that it was imperative that 
if the "units" were to be smaller advising "units" there must be some way 
that they could tell whether or not students were going to enrol in the 


programme that has been urged for them. One way to achieve that was to 
require pre-registration. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, expressed the feeling that to insert this 
administrative regulation into a document of this nature, as a 
requirement, could lead to some difficulties. 


Dr. Wall advised that these were protocols, which he assumed did not have 
the same binding power as law. They were suggestions on how to operate 
which he was asking Senate to endorse. 


Mr. Adams also expressed concern over item 3.c) (DOC-US-78-2-D2), 
pointing out that at the moment, students in the other three Divisions did 
not have their divisional affiliation noted on their transcript, cumulative 
record, and diploma. He explained that while Division IV could be entered 
on the record, he saw difficulty with an individual following an honours 
programme in one Division and being enroled at the same time in a 
"college" of Division IV. This would lead to double counting of students. 


Dr. Wall advised that what was being suggested in item I.c), was that the 
students' records would indicate that they were members of a particular 
unit in Division IV. 


It was wondered whether the identification of a student with a particular 
unit in Division IV would not create difficulty in the area of funding. 


Dr. O'Brien felt that as it stood it simply must be noted that in general, it 
did not create too many problems. However, some of the things would 
certainly have to be worked out in more detail than as presently stated in 
the document. Referring to Dr. Wall's definition of protocols as perhaps 
being a stage before binding operating rules, Dr. O'Brien suggested that 
Senate might deal with the Protocols in terms of the general thrust and 
intention. In general, his impression was that what was being proposed 
was basically workable but we may indeed find that there were certain 
details that were not workable, which would simply have to be gone into if 
the general thrust was approved. 


Insofar as item 3.c), was concerned, he felt that it was probably possible 
to do what was literally stated, that was, to note on the record the 
student's unit affiliation. He cautioned however, that there may be certain 
things consequent of that, such as a statistical spin off, which would make 
it much more complex indeed. It was to be understood that such 
complexities may not necessarily be possible or desirable. 


Dr. Wall advised that the intention was merely to identify the students as 
having participated in and graduated from a particular unit. 


Mr. Adams advised that many things associated with admissions and 
registration would have to be resolved within a month if the units were to 
be operational by this coming September. 


The mover and seconder agreed to incorporate into the main motion the 
following suggested change in the wording of item 4.d), of the Protocols 
for Division IV: CONSISTING OF FELLOWS, STUDENTS, AND WHERE 
APPROPRIATE, STAFF REPRESENTATIVES." 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that the above wording opens a door which was 
more complex than it might seem. Apart from the question of whether or 
not the "unit" wished to have staff representatives, there was the further 
question of whether or not the part of the University to which the staff 
representative was attached was willing or able to release that individual 
for the type of duties involved. However, the phrase "where appropriate" 
clearly left that question wide open. 


Responding to a question concerning pre-registration for part-time 
students, Mr. Adams explained that, with the exception of the Faculty of 
Fine Arts, part-time students were eligible to pre-register in all other 
Faculties provided they could take the courses listed in the timetable, 
which were for the most part day courses. 


The feeling was expressed that while theoretically part-time students 
could pre-register, in practice it was very difficult for them to do so. 
Given that a large number of students affiliated with the Mature Students 
Programme would fall into this category, it was wondered whether Senate 
was not getting itself into a bind by saying that they have to preregister 
when in practice they could not. 


It was explained that the range of courses that would be necessary for 
pre-registration into the Mature Students Centre, as things stood at the 
moment, were simply not available at the time of pre-registration. 


Dr. Wall reminded Senate again that the Protocols were to be viewed as 
guidelines and not as law and if a particular unit found it exceedingly 
difficult to follow those guidelines, or if there was an impossible situation 
created insofar as registration was concerned, those problems would 
simply have to be discussed. 


Concern was voiced over a difficulty that would arise in permitting 
students in the Mature Students Centre to pre-register because that would 
give registration priority to those students over other students not 
enroled in that "unit". 


It was argued that in approving the various proposals that have been 
presented during the past two meetings, it was becoming clear that what 


Senate was doing was setting up a tremendous rivalry between "colleges" 
and departments, which was not the original intention of Senate. The fear 
was expressed that, considering the two units that Senate has approved 
today, particularly with respect to major and honours programmes, there 
was going to be a blood letting. 


It was pointed out also that item 4.h), of the Protocols would have to 
rewritten because, by approving the concept that "colleges" would be able 
to appoint their own "visiting fellows", there would be instructors in the 
"college" who would not be part of any particular department. 


Dr. Wall explained that the one area in which there would be a "visiting 
fellow" was in the Lonergan proposal, and that person would only be A-: 
teaching faculty member. 


It was pointed out however, that there was also the possibility of a 
"visiting fellow" in the proposal for a Liberal Arts "college". 


The mover and seconder agreed that the following suggested change in item 
3.b), of the Protocols, be incorporated into the main motion: 


“THAT THE WORD 'REQUIRED' BE DELETED AND REPLACED BY BE 
RECOMMENDED TO PRE-REGISTER WHERE POSSIBLE " 


Concern was expressed over the explanation that the Protocols for 
Division IV (DOC-US-78-2-D2) were merely suggestions or guidelines 
as opposed to being law, particularly item 4.i), which, it was felt, should 
be a. law. It was suggested that after Senate votes on the Protocols, a 
separate motion making item 4.1) a resolution of Senate should be 
considered. 


Dr. O'Brien felt that at this stage the set of Protocols as a whole could only 
be considered as guidelines or recommendations rather than law and he 
suggested that Senate should consider them in that sense. Beyond that, the 
possibilities were either to leave it at that and assume that, where 
necessary, solid legislation would ' be brought back in some 
circumstances or in other cases, it would be a matter of administratively 
trying to work out in various places, the spirit of what was suggested in 
the Protocols. However, if someone wished to propose that some specific 
item he a regulation or given special status at this time, it would be in 
order to do so. 


Responding to a question concerning the possibility of including in the 
Protocols a suggested method of promulgation of the various resolutions 
approved by Senate, Dr. O'Brien felt that it would be very difficult to 
write that kind of thing into the Protocols. He stated however, that in the 
immediate future when the decisions, including the priority ones referred 


78-3-14 


78-3-15 


to earlier, have been made, it will be necessary to take a number of 
definite steps to make known what the situation was. He suspected that 
that would become a major part of Dr. Wall's workload over the next 
three months, in collaboration with the nucleus of these "units" and the 
appropriate University offices that were involved one way or the other. 


- THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Dean Akin gave notice of motion concerning re-evaluation of the "units" in 
Division IV. 


With respect to the question of priorities, the feeling was expressed that 
if that question was going to be debated by Senate, the most that Senate 
could do would be to debate the priority of one "unit" versus another. It 
was argued that Senate was in no position to enter into a debate on the 
overall picture of whether funds should be put into "colleges" versus the 
Libraries, the other needs of the Faculty of Arts and Science, the needs of 
the other Faculties, or the needs of the supporting structures of the 
University. It was suggested that the priority ranking of the various 
"units" for purposes of implementation should be the Mature Students 
Centre, the Women's Institute, the Liberal Arts "College" and the 
Lonergan "College". 


It was argued that it was premature for Senate to debate the question of 
priority ranking and the feeling was expressed that that kind of discussion 
was something that we could only have when we had the budgetary picture 
much clearer in our minds. Until such time as we know exactly what 
might be involved in terms of additional funding from the Department of 
Education which was previously mentioned, which we may Or may not get, 
and until such time as we know what may be involved in terms of a 
general cutback in funding of Quebec Universities, which may or may not 
affect us, we would be discussing the question of priorities and resource 
allocation completely in a vacuum. The feeling was expressed that the 
proposed Mature Students Centre was really a different kind of "unit" 
than the others, in that it was something that we should really be doing 
now even though we were presently doing it to some extent. Also, while it 
was an area that has been a traditional area of activity of this Institution, 
it was feared that we were really coasting on our reputation, which we 
were not reinforcing, and it was felt that it was vital for us to do 
something in that area. While the case might be made that the other 
proposals were equally important, it was felt that in terms of size and in 
terms of our own orientation which we have publicly claimed many times, 
it would be a pity if the proposal for a Mature Students Centre were to be 
turned down. 


The feeling was expressed that it would be unfortunate for Senate to get 
into a debate on the relative merits of the proposed "colleges", which 
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could only end up being invidious and acrimonious and would leave a very 
bitter feeling among a lot of people. Also, we did not have the data around 
which we could have an informed debate on the question of relative costs 
versus the ability to bring in new students. At the same time, one would 
hate to develop a debate around the relative academic merits of the various 
"units". On the other hand, it was possible to make a distinction between 
the other three "units" and the Mature Students Centre which, as of the 
last Senate meeting, should be broadened to a University-wide operation. 
It was stated that on that basis and because we were already doing it, and 
because everyone agrees that it was a different kind of "small unit" from 
the rest, one could support a resolution that did not rank the four "units" 
in terms of priority, but which says that the Mature Students Centre 
ought to be identified as our first priority. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY PROF. SZABO, THAT THE 
MATURE STUDENTS CENTRE BE A FIRST PRIORITY AMONGST THE VARIOUS 
"UNITS" THAT HAVE BEEN RECOMMENDED BY SENATE. 


It was argued that the motion was about to lead Senate into the very debate 
which many Senators have stated we should not get into. 


The feeling was also expressed that since Dr. Wall, as chief executive. 
officer of these "units", has heard many Senators express the view that 
we do not want to establish priorities amongst the 11colleges" at the 
present time, but on the other hand, we see the real benefit of having the 
Mature Students Centre get off the ground as soon as possible, it was not 
really necessary to have a formal motion on that. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE MOTION. 


Responding to a question concerning Senate control over the naming of the 
various "units", Dr. O'Brien explained that it was not his impression that 
the "colleges" we're definitively named at this point and that anything that 
was going through was on the basis of tentative or temporary names. He 
assured Senate that that question would eventually be brought back to this 
body. 


Senate agreed to proceed to the next item on the agenda. 


C.U.S.A. Library Committee Report 


Mr. David Hedmann, in presenting and explaining the C.U.S.A. Library 
Committee Report (DOC-US-78-3-D2), emphasized the need increase 
per to expand the open Library hours on weekends; capita spending on the 
Libraries and the percentage of the total University Operating Budget 
presently being allocated to the Libraries; revise the fine structure of the 


Loans Policy; and increase study space, particularly on the Loyola 
campus. 


Serious concern was expressed over the situation in the Engineering and 
Science Library in the Hall Building, particularly with respect to the 
lack of study space. Senate was also urged to recommend that at least one 
of the Libraries on each campus remain open until 9:00 p.m. on either 
Saturday or Sunday. 


Prof. Baldwin, Chairman of the Senate Library Committee, congratulated 
the students for the work which they have done in preparing the C.U.S.A. 
Library Report, which she felt pointed out and emphasized many of the 
chronic shortcomings of the Concordia Libraries. She advised that the 
Senate Library Committee was presently studying the various documents 
that have been received and the Committee intended to present 
recommendations to Senate on certain areas and to make recommendations 
to the Director of Libraries in other areas where the Committee had the 
power to do so. it was expected that the Report from the Senate Library 
Committee would be available for the March 31, 1978 meeting. 


During the general discussion, the feeling was expressed that before 
Senate would be in any kind of position to make priority decisions on 
action items concerning the Libraries, it would be necessary to have 
detailed information on such things as what additional space was available, 
what were the costs involved, what kinds of books we should have, or what 
book collections were weak at the moment. 


It was stated that as deplorable as the library situation was, there has 
been nonetheless, if one viewed the situation over the past ten years, a 
rather impressive improvement, particularly in the book collection in 
the Vanier Library. However, with respect to the C.U.S.A. Library 
Committee Report (DOC-US-78-3-D2), concern was expressed over 
what seemed to be a lack of a sense of priority in that it contained a 
number of recommendations on certain things which cost money, without 
any particular priority order established between them. 


It was proposed that a Library development fund be established to which 
contributions could be specifically solicited from alumni, faculty, and 
students. This would provide either an initial cash basis for immediate 
expenditure or some sort of endorsement which might be used to develop 
special collections or collections or great magnitude. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that, while obviously it was feasible to undertake such 
a proposition, that question very quickly becomes a matter of priorities. 
While the source and potential was there, this would be a long term 
project because one could not really build up alumni support from one 
year to the next. However, it must be recognized that of all aspects of the 
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University, the thing which took a real rap in the merger was alumni 
support. He explained that at the present time, alumni support, like other 
outside financial support, was channelled through the Development Fund, 
and at the moment the areas into which extra money tended to be 
channelled was towards scholarships and fellowships. In the short run, to 
switch into getting significant financial support from alumni or other 
outside donors for the Library would mean taking the spotlight off 
developing the scholarship funds. 


It was explained that there were a number of specific motions on which 
C.U.S.A. was looking for Senate support, which deal in a more general way 
with problems that C.U.S.A. felt could be rectified and which need to have 
some priority given to them. A good example of that was the problem of 
study space and the concern was that the Library must be given a voice 
when the question of allocation of facilities was being considered. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. HEDMANN, SECONDED BY MR. ROBERTSON THAT: 


"WHEREAS LIBRARY SYSTEMS SHOULD PROVIDE MAXIMUM ACCESS TO 
STUDENTS AND FACULTY; 


WHEREAS THE OVERWHELMING MAJ ORITY OF STUDENTS SURVEYED IN 
THE CUSA LIBRARY QUESTIONNAIRE AND THE LSA LIBRARY 
QUESTIONNAIRE HAVE INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD, USE THE 
CONCORDIA LIBRARY SYSTEM IF IT WERE OPENED SATURDAY AND 
SUNDAY EVENINGS; 


WHEREAS THE OVERWHELMING MAJ ORITY OF FACULTY MEMBERS WHO 
RESPONDED TO THE CUSA FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE INDICATED THAT 
THEY SUPPORTED STUDENTS' REQUESTS THAT CONCORDIA LIBRARIES BE 
OPEN WEEKEND EVENINGS; 


BE IT RESOLVED THAT SENATE INSTRUCT THE DRAFTERS OF THE 
CONCORDIA LIBRARIES OPERATING BUDGET, THAT PROVISIONS BE MADE 
FOR THE ALLOCATION OF FUNDS SUFFICIENT THAT AT LEAST ONE LIBRARY 
ON EACH CAMPUS SHALL BE OPEN A MINIMUM OF NINETY-SEVEN HOURS 
PER WEEK CTHAT IS, UP FROM THE CURRENT EIGHTY-NINE HOURS PER 
WEEK) FOR THE 1978-79 ACADEMIC YEAR." 


The feeling was expressed that while one would like to endorse the above 
request, one would not like to do so in a vacuum. It was stated that what 
was being asked for was a greater allocation of funds from a fixed source 
for a specific purpose, and if we were going to reallocate those funds, they 
have to come from some place, as well as go to some place. It was wondered 
exactly where that money would be taken from if it were to be put into 
salaries in order to keep the Libraries open longer. 


It was explained that the motion was specifically referring to the 
1978/79 budget and as stated, in the drafting of that budget, the funds 
would come from wherever they have to come from. It was further 
explained that faculty have indicated in the questionnaire that they 
support this demand and the students have overwhelmingly-said that they 
would make use of the Libraries if they were open. It was argued that not 
to support the motion would be to renege on the responsibility of this 
body. It was stated that the research indicated that Libraries that had 
longer weekend hours discontinued service earlier in the evenings, and it 
was argued that to open the Libraries for the proposed extra number of 
hours would not require a drama tic increase in the operating budget. 


Support was voiced for a suggestion that this motion, along with any 
others which C.U.S.A. intended to present to Senate, should be circulated 
in advance of the next Senate meeting. 


It was wondered whether C.U.S.A., in requesting that the Libraries be open 
for longer hours, was really distinguishing between the desire for more 
study space and the desire to actually make use of the Libraries. It was 
felt that library space and study space were really different categories 
insofar as costs were concerned, and it was suggested that it may be that 
we were trying to solve a study space problem rather than a Library 
problem. 


It was explained that even though the survey attempted to get an answer to 
the above question, it was found that it was extremely difficult to 
determine what the students were actually doing in the Libraries. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Senate Library Committee was dealing with a 
number of the questions raised in the C.U.S.A. Report 

(DOC-US-78-3-D2) and has indicated that it would have a report for the 
next meeting of Senate, which would be placed on the agenda, along with 
the C.U.S.A. Library Committee Report (DOC-US-78-3-D2),as a 
separate item. He suggested that the Senate Library Committee be 
informed of whatever motions Mr. Hedmann might be presenting to Senate 
at the next meeting. That was, that the Committee should be informed as to 
what aspects of the matter are of sufficient importance to cause them to be 
presented in the form of motions. Re drew Senate's attention to the request 
that the motions be put in writing and circulated in advance of the next 
Senate meeting. 


On-the general question of the Library, Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
issues which have been raised seemed to fall under a few separate 
headings. There was the question of a new Library building which was in 
the works and which, if it comes, would obviously not be available for the 
next few years. This meant that there were certain categories of problems 
which simply would not be satisfactorily resolved until that happens. 


Concerning the question of study space, Dr. O'Brien advised that if it was a 
matter of finding study space in the Libraries, it was his impression that 
that would not happen in any significant amounts until we have the new 
Library building. Insofar as finding study space elsewhere was concerned, 
he suggested that that issue was not particularly a financial matter and 
was much less connected with money than with the availability and 
identification of some space somewhere else that could be so used. 


The financial issues could be divided not very neatly into two groups. One 
was those issues which require a lot of money to do anything significant 
and the other was those issue which require a little money to do something 
significant. The question of increasing the total size of a our collection was 
a big money item, and one which would also generate attendant questions 
on space and staffing. The context in which that kind of massive stride 
would end up being made was in the possibility of Concordia receiving 
extra money from Quebec which does not end up being taken away, either 
by falling enrolments or by a general cut in the University grants because 
of the financial stringency in the Province. 


At the other end of the spectrum there were certain things which might 
cost little or nothing in order to do something significant. Examples of 
such things would be to drop the price of xeroxing by cutting the 
acquisitions budget by an insignificant amount or to open the Library on 
Sunday nights by trading that off against the idea of closing it on Monday 
nights. 


Dr. O'Brien felt that today's meeting had served the purpose of opening up 
the question and he doubted that too much more would be gained by 
pursuing the debate further at this meeting. This matter would come back 
to Senate via the Senate Library Committee Report on whatever specifics 
they have found it possible to deal with and make recommendations on in 
the course of the next few weeks. 


With respect to the motion on the floor, Mr. Hedmann explained that the 
wording would make it possible to have one Library on each campus open 
until 10:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday evenings. 


It was pointed out that there was nothing in the motion to indicate where 
the extra money would come from in order to accomplish the objective of 
the motion and to achieve that, an amendment was suggested whereby the 
Libraries be closed at 6:00 p.m. on Friday evenings. 


However, it was argued that the above suggested amendment was directly 
contrary to the spirit of the motion on the floor which was recommending 
an increase in the total number of open hours for the Libraries. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that while the wording of the motion was to 
"instruct the drafters of the budget to provide sufficient funds, etc.", in 
reading the motion it must be recognized that Senate did not have the 
authority to make final decisions on budgetary matters. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Adjournment 


78-3-18 The meeting was adjourned at 5:10 p.m. 


J ohn Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


